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Cathy and Mary,
Attached are the following two river wall reports:

1. River Wall Condition Assessment and Preliminary Repair Cost Estimate for Proposed
DuSable Park Development prepared by Harza Engineering Company, Inc., dated March 2001;

and  (gpms TD: 235981)

2. Underwater Investigation of the DuSable Park Dockwall prepared by Collins Engineers,
Inc., dated April 2005. (SDMS ID: 348148)
As we discussed in our most recent meeting, the hoarding around DuSable Park (creating a buffer
around the river wall of at least 17 feet) and precautions taken by the contractors ensure that no
heavy equipment or material is placed within the area near the wall that may have a significant
impact on the river wall. The contractors have taken into account the condition of the river wall
in placing their equipment and other loads. For instance, the crane utilized by Case Foundation
is set back 50 feet from the river wall, while the potential zone of influence around the river wall
(based on conservative estimates) is no more than 15 to 20 feet.

While the reports indicate that the river wall is in need of repair and/or replacement, there is
no indication that impacted soils have come into contact with the surface water. In fact, prior
surface surveys, including the one conducted by STS in 2007 along the perimeter, do not indicate
the presence of thorium-impacted material at or near the river wall. As you know, replacement

of the river wall is a key component of the development of DuSable Park. We expect that work
on the river wall will commence this year.

As always, please call me with any questions.

Bob Baratta

<<DuSableParkRiver Wall Condition Assessment.pdf>>
<<DuSableUnderwaterinvestigationDockwall.pdf>>
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River Wall Condition Asscssment Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Chicago Park District intends to initiate planning for the development of an unused
parcel of fand at the mouth of the Chicago River, currently known as “DuSable Park”,
The 3.5-acre site is bounded on the North, East and South sides by the Chicago River and
Ogden Slip, with each of the sides comprising vertical sheet pile river walls. The West
boundary of the property is formed by Lake Shore Drive. As a precursor to further
planning initiatives the Park District requires information regarding the condition of the
existing river walls and an estimate of the likely level of effort required to restore the

walls to a condition suitable for the proposed use.

In 1997, Harza Engincering Company performed a condition assessment and structural
analysis for the site under subcontract to Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc. The purpose of
this present study is to prepare a supplemental report that describes the current conditions
and to present conceptual level cost estimates for typical repairs that may be required
before & park can be constructed. Comparative analyses have been prepared to estimate
the potential impact of several development concepts on the existing river wall.

A condition assessment of the existing river wall was conducted as part of the current
study. The inspection consisted of examining only the above water portion of the
structure from the landside. No underwater inspection, or water-based inspection was
petformed. The condition assessment found that the southeast corner and a portion of the
north wall were most in need of repairs. The necded repairs were divided into three main
groups; parttal wall replacement, wall stabilization and wall patching. The approximate
extent and cost of each type of repair was assessed. In addition a cost estimate for entire
replacement of the existing wall with a new wall was prepared. The following table

summarizes the cost of the proposed repairs.

March 8, 2001
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Location Type of Repairs Estimated Cost™

South Wall Wall Patching $ 18,000
Southeast Corner Wall Replacement $ 235,000
East Wall and Northeast | Wall Patching $21,000
Corner '
North Wall Wall Stabilization (30 {t.) and Wail $ 63,000

Patching
Common Items Mobilization, Demobilization, $ 38,000

Temporary Facilities and Demolition

Total (Minimum Recommended Repairs) $ 375,600
I
Total Wall Replacement (approx. 1,100 feet) $ 2,500,000

|

Table ES - 1 Sunvnary of Recommended Repairs and Cost Estimates

A park development concept (supplied by others) for the site was selected for analysis
purposes. No inference should be made as to the desirability of this particular plan, or the
schedule for development. The concept is for a park development that substantially re-
grades the existing site. The purpose of these analyses was to define and quantify general
development parameters that minimize negative impacts and/or maximize posilive

impacts to the river wall.

Due to the number of unknown parameters regarding the river wall (including depth of
embedment, subsurface condition, and initial construction) development scenarios that do
not increase the load on the existing wall are recommended. If development scenarios
that increase the loads on the wall are preferred, significant modifications and/or wall

replacement will be required depending on the proposed park configuration.

" These cost cstimates are based on the assumption that no significant new foads are applied to the river
walls. Section 7 contains further discussion regarding the cost implications of load variations,

March 2, 2001
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FOREWORD

Authorization

This study was completed under the authority of Designer/Consuitant Agrcement
(Specification No. 98194) between the Chicago Park District and Harza Engineering

Company, Inc. (Project No. 15442C).

Scope

The purpose of this report is to summarize the condition assessment of the DuSable Park
river wall, evaluate the potential impacts to the river wall due to a proposed devclopment
scenatio and (o prepare cost cstimates for repairs to the wall necessary to support the

proposed development scenario.

Acknowiedgments

This report was prepared on hchalf of Robert Megquier, Director of Planning and
Development and Mitch Glass, Project Manager, Chicago Park District. The report was
prepared by or under the supervision of Mark Wagstaff, Project Manager, and Mark
Calvino, Midwest Regional Manager of Infrastructure, Harza Engineering Company, Inc.
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River Wall Condition Assessment Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Chicago Park District (Park District) is considering park development alternatives
for a 3.5-acre parcel of land bordered by the Chicago River on the cast and south, Ogden
Slip to the north and Lake Shore Drive on the west. The parcel is referred to as DuSable
Park. The south, east and north perimeters comprise vertical steel sheet pile river walls.
Further details of the site are included in Section 2, Site Description. As a precursor to
the initiation of the development process the Park District requires information regarding
the condition of the river walls and the potential costs associated with repairs that may be

needed.

Harza Engincering Company, Inc. has performed a previous condition assessment of the
river walls (DuSable Park Development, River Wall Condition Assessment, 1997), which
included surface inspection, underwater inspection and engineering analysis. Further
details of the 1997 work are included in Section 3, Summary of Previous Condition
Assessment. The present report is intended as a supplement to the work performed in
1997. The present study was authorized to attempt to identify areas of the site that have
deteriorated significantiy since the last inspection and to examine the potential impacts of
different development scenarios. To this end a site inspection was carried oul. Further
details of the site inspection are included in Scction 4, Findings of the 2001 Condition

Assessment.

As yet no plan for DuSable Park has been formalized and the schedule and nature of any
development is not established. One of the determining factors will be the level of effort
required to restore the site to a condition suitable for supporting a park development.
This report presents a set of repairs and maintenance measures that are required to
enhance safety before any public use of the parcel can be implemented. Details of the
proposed repairs are presented in Section 5, Proposed Repairs. In addition to the
recommended repairs, cost estimates for the repairs and maintenance measures have been
prepared. Details are presented in Section 6, Cost Estimates.

An engineering evaluation of the existing wall, of potential stabilization measures and of
a schematic development scenario was also performed. This analysis was performed by
developing a set of baseline design parameters and comparing increases (or decreases) in
the values for the different cases. Further details of the engineering evaluation are

March §, 2001
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included in Section 7, Engineering Evaluation. Scction 8, Summary, Recommendations

and Conclusions completes the report.

Detailed breakdowns of the cosi estimates are included in Appendix A, and results of a
life-cycle cost analysis comparing partial or complete wall replacement is included as
Appendix B. Details of the Engincering Evaluation is included as Appendix B.

March &, 2001
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River Wall Condition Assessment Site Description

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The site covers an area of approximately 3.5 acres at the mouth of the Chicago River.
The site is bounded on three sides by water, the Chicago River to the south and east, and
Ogden Slip to the north. The western boundary of the study site is defined by Lake Shore
Drive. Exhibits 1 and 2 show the project location and a sitc plan.  The total length of
the river wall around the site is approximately 1,100 lineal feet. Currently there are no
above ground structures on the property. A more detailed description of the history and
previous uses can be found i Harza’s 1997 report, which drew heavily from a report
titted “Environmental Reconnaissance™ prepared by STS Consultants for the Chicago
Dock and Canal Trust, 1989. At the time of the 1997 report efforts were made to obtain
record drawings ol the existing sheet pile river wall, but without success. Similar efforts

in 200072001 have also been ansuccessful.

The geotechnical conditions, as described in the 1997 report (based on previous
subsurface exploration at neighboring locations), indicate that the site comprises: densc

silty clay overlain by medium stiff clay, overlain by soft clay, with silty sand fill

materials comprising the upper layer. More detailed geotechnical information can be

found in the 1997 report and the material referenced in that report.

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) of Greater Chicago operates
shuice gates located close to the project site that regulate the Chicago River water levels
with respect to Lake Michigan water levels. MWRD keeps records of the river water
levels at the Chicago Lock, which is to the cast of the project site. Based on
conversations with staff of MWRD, the Chicago River water level is gencrally
maintained between ~2.0 and -0.5 feet Chicago City Datum (CCD). Subsequent to
cxtreme rainfall events the water level in the river rises. Over the past 32 years the water
level has exceeded +3.0 ft. CCD on two cccasions. The highest recorded water level is
reported as +4.1 ft. CCD, which occurred during July 1996,

The South Wall of the project site constitutes the north bank of the Main Branch of the
Chicago River. According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA) navigation map of the Main Branch of the Chicago River channel is maintained
at a depth of 21 feet at mid-channel. The main branch in the vicinity of the project site
forms a part of the Chicago Harbor, which falls under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army

March &, 2001
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River Wall Condition Assessment Site Description

Corps of Engineers. The depth indicated on the navigation chart in the vicinity of the
East Wall and the North Wall varies between approximately 15 and 19 feet. Morc
detailed information including the water depth at the sheet pile, the depth of soft material
at the sheet pile toe and the approximate slope of the river bed perpendicular to the sheet
pite wall can be found in the 1997 report. No measurements of water depth were made as

part of this present study.

The site plan (Exhibit 2) bas been prepared based on a 1994 topographic survey
performed by the Chicago Park District. No survey measurements were made as part of
this study. However, the general lopography of the site resembles that indicated on the
1994 survey. In general the ground surface slopes uniformly upwards away from each of
the three river walls. The clevation of the top of cach wall is approximately +5.0, and the

high points on the site are at approximately +22.0.
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3.6 SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS CONDITION ASSESSMENT

In 1997 the entire river wall was visually inspected both above and below the water
surface to document the condition of the wall, and to identify defects or conditions, which
could adversely affect the integrity of the wall. A systematic inspection program for
collecting and documenting the inspection data was developed. This included division of
the wall into quadrants using field established station points, the development of
mspection proceduares and documentation sheets for both the surface and underwater
mspections, and a complete review of the safety procedures and practices to be employed

during the assorted field inspections.

The inspection carricd out in 1997 concluded that the condition of the river wall was
good. The visible portions of the sheet piles and the protruding ends of the tie rods did
not appear to be in need of major rehabilitation. Local damage was reported at several
locations. The 1997 report surmised that major rehabilitation and/or replacement of the

entire wall was unwarranted at that time.

The defects and deterioration observed in 1997 included denting, puncturing and other
damage to the sheet piles presumably from vessel collisions, intermittent corrosion,
pockets of material loss immediately behind the sheet piles, bulging of a portion of the
north wall approximately 8” to 12” out of alignment at the top of the sheet piles. In
addition the channel cap placed along the top of the sheet piles was misaligned or missing
in several places. The river wall at the southeast corner of the site was observed to be
lower than at the other portions of the wall, with some doubt as to the presence of tie rods

and the possible use of a different sheet pile section.

March §, 2001
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4.0 FINDINGS OF 2001 CONDITION ASSESSMENT

4.1 (General Conditions

The current inspéction was carried out on January 29, 2001. Air temperature was above
freezing but up to three inches of snow cover was present. The inspection revealed that
conditions were substantially similar to those described in the 1997 report.

4.2 Specific Conditions

4,21 South Wall

The majority of the south wall appears 1o be in generally good condition with the
exception of a couple of severely damaged individuval piles at around the midpoint of the
wall. Since this wall forms the north bank of the Chicago River navigation channel it is
more exposed to the potential for damage duc to vessel collision than other portions of
the wall. It is hypothesized that the individual pile damage along this wall has been
caused by such collisions. In addition, this wall is known to have been used in the past as
a mooring location for barges. A typical repair detail for these conditions has been
developed and is described in Section 5. A more detailed survey from the waterside is

needed to locate and size the complete extent of such darnage.

4.2.2 South East Corner

The south east corner of the site was the most difficult to inspect due to the presence of
large timbers across the top of the wall. In addition, facing timbers on the riverside of the
wall prevented the inspection of protruding tie rods and other features. These same
conditions were reported in the 1997 inspection. 1t appears that the south and east
portions of the wall comprising this corner may have undergone some lateral movement.
It appears that a more substantial repair may be required in this vicinity. A suggested
repair detail has been developed and is described in Section 5. It is hypothesized that a
contributing factor to the deterioration of this portion of the wall is the non-uniform stress
concentrations and 3-dimensional soil-structure interaction that takes place at a 90-degree

cormer.

March &, 2001

7 HaRZA

OO TN A $000- 159994 SRDUS ABLE PARKWrpots 0H Hral roport doc
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River Wall Condition Assessment Findings of 2001 Condition Asscssment

4.2.3 East Wall

The majority of the east wall appears to be in good condition. The pockets of material
loss reported in 1997 were still evident, but there did not appear to be any significant
increase 1n the size or extent of the holes. It is postulated that these holes may have been
developed by a felled tree. No major rehabilitation of the east wali is required.

4.2.4 North East Corner

The sheettng comprising the northeast corner appeared to be in good condition and well
aligned. The channel cap, however, showed signs of distress including horizontal
separation of distinct portions of the cap and damage to bolts connecting the cap to the
sheet piles. It is not clear if the distortion to the channel cap is indicative of movement of
the supporting sheet piles, or has been caused by another action, possibly the surrounding
vegetation. (In other segments of the site the channel cap has been clearly displaced by
the action of vegetation.) Since there is no apparent defect in the wall, no major
rehabilitation 1s suggested for this poriion of the wall, however continued monitoring and

observation is recommended.

4.2.5 North Wall

There 1s sigmficant deterioraiion on portions of the north wall, including a section of wall
that 1s bulging and several arcas of pronounced corrosion. The conditions, as visible
from the above ground inspection, do not appear to have worsened significantly from the
time of the previous inspection. A suggested repair detail has been developed and is

described in Section 5.

4.3 Future Inspections

Conditions of the DuSable Park River Wall appear to be substantially similar to those
reported in 1997. To provide a further level of detail, additional inspection of the
existing tie rods could also be performed by excavating test pits. The nature of the
anchor wall or deadman could be performed as well as evaluation of the tie rods for signs
of deterioration. Non-destructive measurement techniques could also be employed to

quantify the extent of corrosion at particular locations.
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River Wall Condition Assessinent Proposed Repairs

5.0 PROPOSED REPAIRS

5.1 Introduction

This section describes repairs that are recommended for implemeniation before any
development of the propeny-opens the site to public use. The recommended repairs have
been developed under the assumption that the topography of the site remains essentially
the same as the current conditions, and that no structures arc built on 1he site. Section 7
of this report describes an engineering cvaluation of the river wall vunder various
development scenarios, some of which increasc loads on the river wall. The addition of
significant load to the wall will result in more extensive repairs being required.

As a result of the most recent inspection a list of proposed repairs has been developed.
The descriptions that follow are general in nature. The repairs can be divided into three
main groups; wall replacement, wall stabilization and patching. Wall replacement refers
to the removal of an cntire segment of the existing wall and the installation of a new wall
scgment. Wall stabilization refers to the installation of additional support structures to
telieve a portion of the load from the existing wall and to bring the existing wall into
better alignment. Patching refers to the installation of steel plates over existing piles that
have been damaged or severely corroded. Wall patching is intended to substantially
decelerate material loss from behind the wall and/or wall deterioration. A plan showing
the approximate cxtent of each type of repairs is included as Exhibit 3. Exhibits 4, 5, and
6 show additional details of the proposed repairs. The extent of cach type of repairs has
been approximated based on the above ground visual inspection, and the dimensions and
member sizes are approximate. In general typical member sizes from other similar
projects have been selected.  Approximate cost estimates for each of the repairs are
presented in Section 6. In addition to the structural repairs described, a variety of
maintenance items are recommended for the entire length of the river wall. A more
complete description of each wall and the proposed repairs follows.

5.2 South Wall

Wall patching is recommended for certain individual or groups of sheet piles throughout
the south wall. A typical detail is shown in Exhibit 6. The repair requires surface
preparation of the sound steel surrounding the area to be patched and the welding of a
bent plate over the damaged area. The most serious damage is Jocated about 180 feet cast

March 8, 2001
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River Wall Condition Assessment Proposed Repairs

of Sta. 0+00. Several piles have been dented and require patching. A more exiensive
waler side inspection is required to more precisely quantify the total arca of paiching
required. The initial estimate is that approximately 100 square feet of patching will be
required which corresponds to about 5% of the above watcr arca of sheet pile.

5.3 Southeast Corner

The southeast corner of the property is in need of repairs. This portion of the wall 1s the
most difficult to inspect because of the presence of large timbers. It 1s suggested that
wall replacement be implemented at this corner. The approximate extent of the existing
wall that requires replacement is 40 feet north and 40 feet west of the corner as shown on
Exhibit 3. The proposcd repair comprises the installation of a new wall and the
demolition and removal of the existing wall. A section and detail of the proposcd repair
1s shown on Exhibit 4. The repair detail comprises a new steel sheet pile wall, supported
with batter piles as shown. At each end of the repair vertical H-piles are recommended to
help tic the repair into the existing wall. A cost effective solution is to build a diagonal
wall across the inside of the comer. Using this arrangement (and assuming that 40° x 47
corner is to be repaired) the replacement wall will be approximately 60 feet in length and
will replace 80 feet of existing wall. This will result in the loss of about 800 square feet
of the property (0.02 acres, less than 1%). Reconstruction of the existing corner with a
diagonal wall 1s likely to be a preferable long-term solution and will better match the
northeast corner as well as being about 20% cheaper than replacing the existing corner in-

kind.

5.4 East Wall

The east wall of the site is in generally good condition and repairs are expected to be
limited to patching of relatively small holes. The pockets of material loss adjacent to the
wall should be {illed with a granular backfill material (preferably a relatively lightweight
fill). The initial estimate 35 that approximately 10 square feet of patching will be required
which corresponds io less than [% of the above water area of sheet pile.

5.5 Northeast Corner

No specific repairs are proposed for the northeast comner. However, as described in the
previous section there is some evidence of distress to the channel cap that could possibly

March 8, 2003
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River Wall Condition Assessmient Proposed Repairs

have been caused by lateral movement of the wall. There is no obvious indication of
major defects mn the wall based on the visual inspection. Continued monitoring and
observation 1s essential. If significant deterioration accurs a repair siniilar in nature and
extent to those described for the southeast corner may be appropriate.

5.6 North Wall

A portion of the north wall is bulging northwards towards Ogden Slip. This condition
was reported in the 1997 inspection and does not appear to be deteriorating rapidly. A
repair detail is shown on Exhibit 5. The proposed repair entails driving new supporting
piles landward of the bulging section that would act to relicve some of the load on the
wall and could bring it back into alignment. Prior to installing the supporting piles the
area immediately behind the wall would be excavated to an elevation below the tie rods,
and broken or missing tic rods could be replaced. The extent of the repair is estimated to
be about 30 feet. The existing condition of the tie rods (presently buried and not visible)

may require a larger portion of the wall to be repaired.

Wall patching is recommended for certain individual or groups of sheet piles throughout -
the north wall, as previously described for the south wall. A typical detail is shown in
Exhibit 6. The repair requires surface preparation of the sound steel surrounding the area
to be patched and the welding of a bent plate over the damaged area. The most serious
damage is located about 80 feet west of the northeast corner. A single pile has been cut
and requires paiching. A more extensive waterside inspection is required to more
precisely quantify the total arca of patching required.  The initial estimate is that
approximately 20 square feet of patching will be required which corresponds to about i %

of the above water area of sheet pile.

57 Recommended Maintenance Work

5.7.1 Fender Supports

The river wall has previously had a more extcnsive system of fenders attached to it. In
many cases the fenders have been removed or deteriorated leaving the unsightly steel
support frames and bolts. It is recominended that the remaining fenders, frames and bolts
be removed and the resulting bolt holes in the sheet pile be plugged with an expansive
epoxy grout. The purpose of the removal of the fenders is to discourage any mooring
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adjacent to the river wall, which may induce additional lateral loads on the wall.
Removing the supporting steel will improve the appearance of the wall and plugging bolt
holes will prevent material loss or vegetation growth through the holes.

5.7.2 Channel Cap

The channel cap that covers the top of the sheet pile is damaged, misalipned or missing in
places. It is recormmended that the remaining caps be removed and that a new, uniform
channel cap be nstalled throughout the site. While serving no major structural purpose,
the new channel cap will provide more uniformity to the river edge and a more pleasing
river wall. In its current, deteriorated state the channel cap presents a tripping hazard 1o

the public.

5.8 Typical Construction Sequence for Repairs and Maintenance Work

A suggested construction sequence for the repairs and maintenance of the river wall is

presented below:

I. Survey of the existing wall. This task includes detailed alignment survey and
waterside inspection.

2. Demolition of existing features such as damaged steel cap, bolts, protruding
fender frames, fenders, miscellaneous steel, and mooring posts and concrete
foundations.

3. Clearing and grubbing of a swath of land around the perimeter of the park (about
20 feet wide) and at the areas of major repair.

4. Excavation of {ill materials behind the existing wall at the southeast comer and
along the north wall.

5. Removal of existing steel sheet pile, walers, tie rods at the southeast corner to the
dredge line. (This activity will be required to avoid creating any navigation
hazards in the Chicago River channel.)

6. Drive batter piles and vertical piles at the southeast corner and along the portions
of the north wall identified for repair.

7. Install new steel waler to driven piles.

8. Drive new steel sheet piles at the southeast corner.

9. Make all connections between the new support piles and the steel sheet piles.

10. Prepare surfaces of the existing steel sheet pile to receive the patching.
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11. Install the new steel plate to patch the damaged and/or corroded sheet piles.

2. Plug bolt holes.

13. Install ncw channel cap.
14, Backfill excavated and existing holes behind the sheet pile, leaving the

appropriate grade for the proposed landscaping treatment,
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River Wall Condition Assessment Cost Estimates

6.0 COST ESTIMATES

6.1 Imtroduction

The cost estimates presented in this section are intended to be at the conceptual level and
should not be perccived as estimates of probable construction cost. Further engineering
and geotechnical investigation is strongly recommended prior to finalizing the repair
program. Two cost estimates are presented. The first covers the cost of implementing
the recommended repairs as described in this report. A second estimate has been
developed that encompasses a much larger scope of work including the entire

replacement of the river wall.

6.2 Methodology

The cost estimates have been developed by estimating the various material quantities
required to accomplish the repair tasks and concurrently estimating the corresponding
unit price. Unit prices have been developed based on recent competitively bid projects of
similar scope and through use of published data such as the Means estimating book.
Estimates of items such as mobilization and temporary facilities have also been included.
The estimated cost includes all of the work to repair and stabilize the river wall and to
backfill excavated and existing holes. No attempt has been made to estimate the cost of

further devcloping the site for safe public use.
6.3 Minimum Recommended Repairs

The estimated construction cost - (at February 2001 price levels) of the recommended
repairs is $ 375,000. This estimate includes 25% contingency which is appropriate for
the current phase of design. No estimatc for engineering, construction management or
other owner’s costs arc included in this estimate. The material quantities and the
assumed unit prices for this estimate are included in Appendix A. The estimate has been
prepared based on the assumption that all of the proposed repairs are carried out at the
same time. The cost may be greater if the repairs are performed in distinct phases.
Similarly, the cost estimate assumes that construction will take place from the land-side.
Water-based construction would likely be more expensive and could increase the overall

construction cost by up to 50%.
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The most significant cost items are the installation of new steel sheet piling and
associated support members. If subsequent investigation (e.g. the preparation of a test
pit} reveals additional defects not carrently visible the cost of the proposed repairs will

increasc.

In order to illustrate the comparative cost of the individual repairs, the total cost of the
repairs has been subdivided into individual estimates for cach part of the site. The
assumption, however, is that all of the work will carried out concurrently. Performing
only a portion of the repairs may cause the costs io rise. The breakdown is tabulated

below:
Leocation Type of Repairs Estimated Cost
South Wall Wall Patching % 18,000
Southeast Corner Wall Replacement $ 235,000
East Wall and Northeast | Wall Patching $ 21,000
Corner
North Wall Wall Stabilization (30 ft.) and Wall $ 63,000
_ Paiching
Cormmmon Jtems Maobilization, Demobilization, $ 38,000
Temporary Facilities and Demolition
Total $ 375,000
|

‘Fabie 6-1 Breakdowsn of Minimum Recommended Repairs by Location

6.4 Complete Replacement of River Wall

The estimated construction cost (at February 2001 price levels) of replacement of the
entire river wall is $ 2,500,000. This estimate includes 25% contingency, which is
appropriate for the current phase of design. No estimates for engineering, construction
management or other owner’s costs are included in this estimate. The material quantities

' These cost estimates are based on the assumption that no significant new loads are applied to the river
walls. Secction 7 contains further discussion regarding the cost implications of load variations.
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and the assumed unit prices for this estimate are included in Appendix A. The estimate
has been prepared bascd on the assumption that the entire wall replacement is carried out
at the same fime. The cost may be greater if the replacement is performed in distinct
phases. Similarly, the cost estimaic assumes that construction will take place from the
land-side. Water-based construction would likely be more expensive and could increase

the overall construction cost by up to 50%.

This estimate has been prepared for comparative purposes only. Feasibility level
mnvestigations to determine an acceptable alignment for the new wall are reqguired, as well
as more detailed geotechnical characterization and surveying, and regulatory review and

approval.
6.5 Life-Cycle Cost Analysis

One of the major differences between the two scenarios for which cost estimales have
been prepared is the future requirement for maintenance and rehabilitation. All other
factors remaining equal, a new wall can be expected to have a longer useful life than the
exisling wall and require less exiensive maintenance. In order to assess the relative
merits of implementing a repair program or a complete replacement of the wall, a life-
cycle cost analysis can be used to evaluate the Net Present Value (NPV) of an investment
bascd on an assumed discount rate and a series of future payments. For each scenario, a
series of future repair and mainienance activities has been assumed and the dollar cost

(2001 prices) of those activifies.
6.5.1 Minimum Recommended Repairs

For purposes of comparison the following schedule of regular maintenance and repairs
has been assumed based on carrying out the minimum recommended repairs described
above.

¢ Apnual land-based visual inspection;

« Underwater mspection and minor wall patching every 2 years;

* A similar set of repairs as those recommended in this report every 5 years;

¢ Approximately half of the entire wall repaired or rehabilitated after 10 years; and

¢ The entire wall is replaced after 20 years.
After the wall is replaced, the same schedule of maintenance and reapirs that is outlined

below is assumed to be followed.
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6.5.2 Complete Wall Replacement

For purposes of comparison the following schedule of regular maintenance and repairs
has been asswmed based on carrying out the complete wall replacement described above.
» Mimmal visual inspection every 2 years;
¢ Underwater inspection every 5 years; and

e A similar sct of repawrs as the minimum recommended in this report after 30 years

followed by the same inspection and maintenance program as described above.

6.5.3 Resulis

The prehminary life-cycle cost analysis was performed using discount rates of 6%, 8%
and 12% and was extended over a time period of 50 years. The dollar values assumed for
the different repair and maintenance scenarios are tabulated in Appendix A along with
computcd NPV values. The results of this preliminary analysis indicate that the
minimum reccommended repairs (followed by significantly more future maintcnance
expenditures) have lower NPV values than the entire wall replacement. As a result

performing only the minimum repairs is a cost-cffective course of action.

This analysis is intended to be illustrative in nature and does not account for the monetary
valoe of the potential disruption to the park caused by more frequent repairs, nor does it
assume any net increase in park revenues as a result of the completely replaced wail.

6.6 Evaluation of Advantages and Disadvantages of Partial or Complete Wall
Rehabilitation

This report includes a series of measures, which could be implemented in order to allow
the site to be developed as a public park, which would be cheaper than total wall
replacement. Each alternative has several advantages and disadvantages. The following
paragraphs are intended to present some of these potential advantages and disadvantages

of cach course of action.
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0.6.1

Partial Wall Rehabilitation

Advantages:

Less capital investment required before the determined use is tmplemented;
Reduced construction time hefore the determined use is implemented; and

Simpler regulatory approval process.

Disadvantages:

6.6.2

Continued inspection and maintenance will be required;
Proposed developments on the site are limited in the vicinity of the existing wall;

and
Future repairs may have to be performed from the water-side depending on the

proposed site development.

Comp}ete Wall Replacement

Advantages:

Designed to current standards;

Reduced regular inspection and maintenance schedules;

Site-specific amenities (e.g. boat docking facilities) can be incorporated into the
design;

Less potential for disruption to the park during maintenance activities;

Optimized to match park development; and

More uniform appearance.

Disadvantages:

-

Increased capital investment;
Longer construction time before site can be developed; and

More complex regulatory process.
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River Wall Condition Assessment Engineering Evaluation

7.0 ENGINEERING EVALUATION

7.1 Intreduction

The 1997 report contains details of a structural analysis of the river wall thal was
performed to calculate the required depth of embedment needed for stability based on
assumed parameter values describing the soil stratigraphy and propertics, surface profiles
and anchorage. Since the actual depth of embedment is unknown it is not possible to
compute factors of safety for the river wall. The 1997 report concluded that while the
wall “does not conform to current design philosophies and practices....[it] is still
standimng and performing with the current loading conditions.”  The report recommended

that loads greater than those present at the time not be introduced.

It ts possible that future development plans for the site may include alteration and/or re-
grading of the site to meet functional or aesthetic objectives. The potential impact of
such changes is not known. The purpose of this section of the report 15 to develop
quantitative guidelines to assist future planning efforts. For example, it is possible that it
may become desirable to modify the existing topography. Since the lateral load on the
retaining wall is a function of the height of the fill in the vicinity of the wall, such

modifications may lead to instability of the wall.

7.2 Methodology

The selected methodology utilized for this evaluation comprised the following steps:

1. Establish baseline parameters and conditions to be used as a benchmark for
evaluating proposed site alterations;

2. Amnalyze the baseline conditions using the US Army Corps of Engineers’
(USACE) CWLSHT computer program. For given input data, the program will
estimate 3 key design parameters: Depth of Embedment, Maximum Bending
Moment and Anchor Force’. The results of the baseline case become the

benchmark against which all subsequent results are compared.®

? Depth of Embedment is used to determine the tip clevation to which the sheet pile should be driven,
Maximum Bending Moment is used to select the sheet pile section to be used for the wall, and the Anchor
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3. Input data to describe alternative cases including the introduction of temporary
construction Joads, various re-grading alternatives and the influence of
pofcntrally stabilizing (or load reducing) modifications are collected and
analyzed. For an individual parameter (e.g. magnitude of construction load), a
range of values can be input fo obtain an indication of the sensitivity of the
analysis'to that individual parameter.

4. The results of these cases (Depth of Embedment, Maximum Bending Moment and
Anchor Force) are compared with the baseline case and used to determine the
percentage mcrease (or decrease) in the parameters. T his-providcs a quanfitative
scale to assess the potential impact of each alternative.  In the tabulated results
presenied throughout this section negative valucs of variation indicate a condition
that lessens the design parameters and equates to an increased factor of safely
between the particular case and the baseline case. Positive values of variation
indicate a condition that increases the design parameters and equates to a
decreased factor of safety between the particular case and the baseline case.

5. Since the existing topography perpendicular to each of the walls and the potential
modificafions in the vicinity of each of the walls arc different a baseline case has
been developed for each wall (North Wall, East Wall and South Wall).

Descriptions of the cases and the results of the analyses are presented in the following
sections. For each case the general trend of either increasing (or decreasing) the design
parameters is the most significant result. The absolute magnitude of the increase (or
decrcase) is less reliable due to the uncertainty associated with the Input parameters as

discussed above.

Appendix A contains additional information about the model output including graphical

depictions of the results.

Force is used to determine the size and spacing of the anchorage system, and the dimensions of other

components such as the boelted connections.

> In this report, the absolute numeical value of the three computed parameters is disregarded since there is
substantial uncertainty regarding the existing conditions. The City of Chicago, Department of

- Transportation and the US Army Corps of Engineers were contacted, but neither agency had any available

record drawings.
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7.3 Study Cases

The following sections describe the parameters and conditions assumed in cach of the
study cases. In general the cases that have been investigated can be divided into tweo
broad categories; sensitivity analyses and proposed condition analyses.

The sensitivity analyses investigate the variation in wall design parameters bascd on the

change of a single input parameter:

Replacement of existing fill with lightweight fill material;
Application of surcharge at the toe of the structure;
Lowering of the top of wall elevation; and

Application of temporary construction loads.

Pow o

The proposed condition analyses investigate the variation in wall design parameters

based on a hypothetical development scenario”.

1. Re-grading of the site to facilitate a public park with connectivity to the mid-level
of Lake Shore Drive.

7.3.1 Baseline Case

The baseline case assumes a horizontal ground surface at the top of the wall. The
subsurface stratigraphy and properties are taken from the 1997 report without edit. A
diagram illustrating this condition is shown in Exhibit 7. For each wall the elevation of
the ground surface has been estimated from a 1994 topographical survey performed for
the Park District. The following top of wall elevations were used in this study:

North Wall: +5.7 feet
East Wall; +4.9 fect
South Wall: +5.0 feet

‘A conceptual scheme developed by others has been used as prototypes. The use of this particular scheme
in this analysis is for illustrative purposes only, and in no way should be interpreted as a recommeadation
from Harza or as indicative of the Chicago Park Districts intentions for the site.
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7.3.2 Ixisting Conditions

The existing conditions cases are the same as the baseline cases with the exception that
they utilize representative sloping ground surfaces obtained from the 1994 topographical
survey instead of the horizontal ground surface. Cross sections for each wall arc shown

inn Exhibit §.

Results obtained are tabulated below:

EXISTING
CONDITIONS % Variation from Baseline Case
Parameter North Wali East Wail South Wall
Embedment Depth Y % 11 % 2%
Bending Moment 5% 7% 1 %
Anchor Force 4% 6 % 1 %

Table 7.1 Comparison Between Existing Conditions and Baseline Case

The positive values in Table 1 indicate that the actual ground surface (which slopes
upwards away from the wall) has 2 minor adverse impact on the wall, as compared with
the baseline case which assumes a horizontal ground surfacc.

7.3.3  Use of Lightweight Fill

For this case the landside fill is assumed to be replaced by a lightweight fill (c.g. blast
furnace slag), which will reduce the lateral load placed on the wall. Two different values
for the density of fill were investigated to illustratc sensitivity.  This case was
investigated to determine if the removal and replacement of the existing fill could be a
feasible option for reducing the load on the wall in lieu of total replacement of the wall,
Fill replacement was assumed to extend to elevation to the dredgeline (river bed).

Results obtained are tabulated below:
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LIGHTWEIGHT
FILL % Variation from Baselinc Case
Parameter North Wall East Wall South Wall

100 pef BS pel 1600 pef 85 pef 100 pef 85 pef

Embedment Depth -23 % ~45 9 -24 % -46 % -24 % -45 %

Bending Moment -16% -33% -17 % -33 % -17 % -33 %
Anchor Force -15% -30% - 15 % -31% ~15% -31 %

Table 7.2, Comparison Between Lightweight Fill and Baseline Case

The negative values in Table 2 indicate that this alternative could potentially relieve the
load on the wall. The extent of the fill replacement landward was not considered in this
analysis, neither has the feasibility of performing this work been evaluated. The mtegrity
of the tie rods and the anchorage would have to be maintained throughout the excavation
and fill replacement. A concepiual-level cost estimate (at February 2001 price levels,
with 25% contingency) for this work is approximately $ 1,000 per linear {oot. A lesser
volume of fill replacement would be cheaper, but would have a lesser load-reducing

impact on the wall.
7.3.4 Additien of Surcharge at the Toe of the Structure

For this case stone surcharge is assumed to be placed on the riverside, which will serve to
reduce the required depth of embedment of the sheet piles. Two different values for the
surcharge (representing different volumes of stone placed at the toe) were Investigated o
Nustrate sensitivity. This casc was investigated to determine if the addition of surcharge
could be a feasible option for stabilizing the wall in lieu of total replacement of the wall.
Surcharge was assumed to be applied over a 15-foot wide strip adjacent to the wall.
Extending the surcharge further into the river may interfere with navigation along the
waterway. Discussions with the appropriate regulatory agencies would be required to
determine if this is a feasible measure.
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Results obtained are tabulated below:

TOE
SURCHARGE % Variation from Baseline Case
Parameter North Wall East Wall South Wall

2 5 ft 21t 5 ft. 2 {1 5.

Embednient Depth | - 14 % -31 % -14 % -32 % -13 % -29%

Beading Moment 0% 0% | 0% 0 % 0 % 0%
Anchor Force 0 % 0 % 0% 0% 0% 0%

Table 7-3. Comparison Between Toe Surcharge and Baseline Case

The negative values for embedment depth in Table 3 indicate that this alternative could
potentially reduce the required penetration of the sheet pile wall. The other design
parameters are not impacted by the addition of toe surcharge. A conceptual-level cost
estimate (at February 2001 price levels, with 25% contingency) for this work is

approximately $ 400 per linear {oot.

7.3.5 Lowering of the Top of Wall

- For this case it is assumed that the top of the river wall be lowered by cuiting the sheet
piles and removing a layer of the existing backfill material. Since the anchorage system
(tie rods) s located about 5 feet below the top of wall there is an opportunity to reduce
the walil height by up to approximately 3 feet. The edge of the property would have to be
designed to accommodate natural water level fluctuations, and possible overtopping by
vessel wake. In this analysis the ground surface is assumed to be horizontal.
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Results obtained are tabulated below:
WALL
LOWERING % Variation from Baseline Case
Parameter North Wall East Wall South Wall
EL. +4.0 EL +2.0 EL. 4+4.0 EL.+2.0 EL. +4.0 EL. +2.0
Embedment Depth - 13 % -31 % -6 % -25% -9 % -27 %
Bending Moment -13 9% -30% -8 % -26% -8 % - 26 %
Anchor Force -23 % -46 % -13 9% -39 9% -15% -40 %

Table 7-4. Comparison Befween Lower Wall and Bascline Case

The negalive values in Tablc 4 indicate that this altemative could potcntially relieve the
loads on the wall. A conceptual-level cost estimate (at February 2001 price levels, with
25% contingency) for this work is approximately $ 500 per linear foot.

Reducing the wall clevation may allow the development of a “softer” river edge
treatment, with the addition of wetland type plantings. It would be technically feasible,
but potentially expensive, to replace the existing anchors with a support system that
would allow the top of the wall to be lowered to river level or below. The regulatory
mmpact, and cost, of such a development is beyond the scope of this report, but would

require investigation.
7.3.6 Temporary Construction Loads

For this case a uniform [oad is assumed to be placed on the Iandside, which will serve to
increase the lateral load on the wall. Two different values for the load (representing
different sizes of equipment) were investigated to illustrate sensitivity. In each casc the
load was assumed to be distributed over a 20-foot strip adjacent to the top of the wall.
This case was investigated to determine if the staging of construction equipment close to
the wall could have a detrimental impact on the wall.
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Resulls obtained are tabulated below:

CONSTRUCTION
LOADS % Variation from Baseline Case
Parameter North Wall East Wall South Wall

250psf | 500pst | 250psf | 500psf | 250pst | 500 psf

Embedment Depth 28% 190 % 24 % 81 % 21% 64 %

Bending Moment 3% 139 % 23 % 78 % 27 % 82 %

Anchor Force 0% 6l % 32 % 64 % 32% 64 %

Table 7-5. Comparison Between Construction Loads and Baseline Cases

The positive values in Table 5 illustrate the potentially dangerous impacts to the wall if
heavy construction equipment is operated close to the wall. Specific weight restrictions
are nearly impossible to determine due to the different load distribution characteristics of
different equipment and the time-dependency of the soil response. In addition, since the
parameter values are non-linearly related to the construction loadings, case specific
analyses should be performed before allowing construction equipment onto the site and
the responsibility of any construction contractor to maintain the integrity of the wall must
be spelled out tn any contract specifications. The impacts of the construction loads can
be mitigated by the usc of mats to spread loads over larger arcas and by keeping large
loads further away from the wall. 'Depending on the nature of the work being performed,
temporary bracing of portions of the wall may also be considered.

7.3.7 Park Development

To investigate the potential impacts of a proposed park development (Exhibit 9, 10) cach
wall was analyzed based on the following presumed modifications:

1. Re-grading of the site as shown on the possible park development provided to

Harza.
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2. Introduction of leads associated with public art as shown on the possible park

development provided to Harza.

Results obtained are tabulated below:

|~ PROPOSED
PARK % Variation from Baseline Case -
Parameter North Wall East Wall South Wall
] Embedment Depth 229 % 0% 10 %
Bending Moment 854 % 0 % 3%
Anchor Force 11 % 0 % I %

Table 7-6. Comparison Between Propased Park and Bascline Conditions

The results obtamed for this case indicate that the proposed park development appears to
have no measurable impact on the east wall and a only a minor impact to the south wall.
However, the impact to the north wall is clearly significant, and changes to the proposal
and/or additional stabilization measures should be investigated. The relationships among
wall fill height, fill location {(distance from the river wall) and impacts to the wall are
non-lincar, Moving the proposed retaining wall landward from the river wall, and/or
reducing the height of the retaining wall would reduce the potential impacts. Concurrent
dcsig'n of the park development and river wall improvements provide an opportunity for

optimization of both structures.

In Section 6 the cost of replacement of the entire wall was estimated to be on the order of
$2.5 million, which represents about $2,300 per linear foot of wall. Based on the results
obtained above, implementation of the proposed park development would require the
North Wall to be rebuiit with a significantly larger sieel sheet pile section embedded
further into the ground with anchors spaced at more frequent intervals. A prefiminary
estimate of the additional cost of such a wall section is between $2,000 and $2,800 per
lincar foot. Assuming that the larger wall section would be required for a length of
berween 200 feet and 350 feet results in additional costs of between $400,000 and
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$1,000,000 to replace thc North Wall. This would drive the cost of entire wall
replacement to between $2.9 million and $3.5 million. The cost of repairing the East and
South walls to the extent described in Section 6.3 and upgrading the North Wall to
support the re-grading is cstimated to be between $1.2 million and $2.1 million

If the proposed development is implemented as shown, the additional cost required to
replace the North Wall could be mitigated by designing the new retaining wall structure
to have its own independent foundation. Alternatively mechanically stabilized soil
techniques could be used to reduce the lateral loads applied to the river wall. In addition
to the potential impacts to the river wall, addition of significant surcharge to an area of
the park may cause scttlement of the underlying seils. While design of the park features
is outside the scope of this supplemental report it is noted that considerable cfficiencies
could be obtained by concurrent detatled design of the park and river wall improvements.
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8.1

8.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

A summary of the inspections, analyses and findings of this study are as follows:

A review of previous studies performed pertaining to the proposed DuSable Park
site was conducted. The primary resource was a 1997 report prepared by Harza
documenting a surtace and underwater inspection and condition assessment;

A condition assessment of the existing river wall stmactures was conducted. The
mspection consisted of examining only the parts of structures above the waterline
from the landside. No underwater inspection, or water-based inspection of the

site was performed,;

A primary finding of the 1997 report was that the river wall in iis existing
condition would likely not meet current design guidelines. However, since the
wall has had a satisfactory service life there is no reason te assume that the wall
will not continue to perform adequately as long as no additional loads are

mtrodaced;

The condition assessment performed as part of this study did not reveal any
evidence that the previous conclusion docs not still apply;

The condition assessment found that the southeast corner of the site and a portion
of the north wall are in need of the most exiensive repairs. The majority of the

wall is in relatively good condition;

A suite of suggested repairs has been developed. The repairs consist of theee
distinct types: patching of damaged and/or corroded sheet piles, installation of
support piles to realign existing piles and total replacement of a portion of the

wall:

Conceptual level details of each type of repair have been prepared, and an
estimate made of the extent of each repair type;

darch 8, 2001
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DuSable Park Development
River Wall Condition Assessment Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

10.

11.

12,

13.

8.2

A cost estimate for the construction ef the river wall repairs have been developed,
atong with an estimate for the complete replacement of the river wall. The
conceptual-level cost estimates are in February 2001 dollars and are subject to

cost escalation and inflation.

The estimated cost of the minimum recommended repairs to the river wall are
$375,000. The estimated cost of replacement of the entire wall is $2.,500,000;

A life-cycle cost analysis indicates that the Net Present Value (NPV) of the
proposed repairs is less than the NPV of the entirc wall replacement (see

Appendix A);

An engineering evaluation was performed of a proposed development scenario for
the site. For comparison purposes key parameters regarding the design of the
river wall were computed under existing conditions and under the proposed

development scenario;

The proposed park development supplied by the Park District includes a new
retaining located close to the existing north river wall. As shown in the
conceptual design, this retaining wall will require substantial modifications to the
existing river wall. A new wall in this location, designed to meet the
requirements of the proposed grading may be twice as expensive (per lincar foot)
as a replacement wall designed to meet the requirements of the existing site

grading; and

A preliminary estimate of the cost of replacing the cntire wall to support the
development as shown in the conceptual design is between $2.9 million and $3.5
million. Implementing the minimum recommended repairs for the East and South
walls and upgrading the North wall to support the re-grading is estimated to be
between $1.2 million and $2.1 million.

Conclusions

Conclusions based on the data analysis and evaluations presented in this report are as

follows:

March &, 2001
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DuSable Park Development
River Wal] Condition Assessment Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

1. The DuSable Park river wall appears to be in substantially the same condition as
was reported in 1997, the occasion of the most recent documented inspection;

2. The conclusion reached in the 1997 report that “minor rehabilitation is required if
the operational/functional requirements and loads placed on the wall remain
unchanged” is still justifiable at the present time;

3. If the existing wall 1s not replaced, development scenarios for DuSable Park that
do not increase the lateral load on the existing river wall are recommended.
However, development scenarios that increase the loading on the wail should not
be aniomatically dismissed, but should include mitigative mcasures or wall

strengthening measures;

4. While the three components of the river wall {South Wall, East Wall, and North
Wall) are in relatively good condition, repairs ranging from wall patching to wall
replacement for individual segments of the site are recommended prior (0 opening

the site to public usc;

5. Three stabilizing measures were investigated during the engincering evaluation.
The percentage reduction in design parameters resulting from the stabilizing
measures varied. from 0% to 45%. Further investigation is required to verify
whether any one of these options can be uscd individually or in combination to
substantially offset modifications to the site;

6. Proposed development of the propeﬁy which leaves the existing topography
relatively unchanged within 30 feet of the river wall is unlikely to lead to major

reconstruction of the wall being required;

7. Proposed development of the property which includes the construction of large
fill-retaining structures close to the river wall will require major reconstruction of
the river wall or the implementation of independent foundation treatments;

8. Future development will impact the ease with which future repairs can be carried
out. Under the development scenario provided, access to the site may be
restricted in the future, which may lead to water-side ‘construction, which is

generally more expensive.

March 8, 2031
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DuSable Park Development
River Wall Condition Assessment Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

8.3 Recommendations

Specific recommendations for the development of the site are listed below:

L. More detailed repair-specific geotechnical information is required before designs
for the rchabilitation measures {and the assocjated cosis) can be finalized;

2. If the existing wall 15 not replaced, or portions thereof, modifications to the site
which involve elevating the existing ground surface in the vicinity of the river
walls are not recommended. The appropriate setback distance is related fo the
proposed height change and should be evaluated on a case-by-casc basis;

3. Construction of any devclopment at the park should lmit construction loads

within 20 feet of the existing river walls;

4. No new lateral loads should be introduced to the river wall. Examples include the
mtroduction of boat mooring locations and increasing the site elevation. If
loading is increased then designs to account for this new loading should be

developed;

5. Design of the site development proposals should be coordinated with the design
of the river wall improvements to allow for the greatest level of optimization

between the projects;

6. Regular inspection and maintenance of the river wall will be required under any
developmeni scenario. The frequency and level of detail of such inspections has
will be dictated by the extent of the rehabilitation measures and the proposed uses.

March §, 2001
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EXHIBIT 2
Site Plan
1994 Chicago Park District Survey

g

Ogden Siip

9:0] Be00 F+ED

440
; L B R S
N
I
\ — 7407
.. — T400
___‘-—- "‘TG‘-—..,_,_____ !
— )
L L
e Y I —_—
=~ \
Lake Shore “"‘\\ Y
Drive - N ! :
~ v i — GG
! t ! :
J ‘ J
!
&5 ! !
J i / _—
Vs ‘1 / ;
' ( i
- ! \
-~ 1 H
\l RN I | — 5+
! i .
g 32 1 ; :
- \ ;
——— Y |
f‘ A ! -
1 :
i ! ;
) Fos
&N r N :
- A e
e /
—— — ;
_______ ——
; !
’ i
—— [N
- ——
; ;
//,..-‘-'—“--__“‘"’/ = 340
, 2401
-~

Chicago River

P R

0 2491

¥ 0
CALE: H 1T

3

SITE SURVEY PLAN

DUSABLE PARK DEVELOPMENT

RIVER WALL CONDITION ASSESSMENT
FEBRUARY 2001




HARZA

NORTH 200 MASOR REHABILITATION
AND MINOR REPAIRS THROUGHOUT
$65.000
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EXHIBIT 3
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EXHIBIT 4

Southeast Comer Wall Replacement
Section and Detail
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EXHIBIT 6
Typical Wall Patching Detail
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EXHIBIT 7
Engineering Evaluation
Baseline Conditions

Basze 1. North Wali Elevation = 5.96

2. East Wall Elevation = 4.80
3. South Wall Eievation = 5.00
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EXHIBIT 8
Engineering Evaluation
Existing Conditions
TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS
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APPENDIX A - COST ESTIMATES
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DuSable Park River Wall Condition Assessment

Cost Estimate for Repairs

ltem No. Description ' Quantity Unit Unit Cost Cost
1 Mohilization/Demchbiiization 1 LS $15,000 $15,000
2 Temporary Facilities 1 LS  §10,000  $10,000
'3 Demolition 1 LS  $5000  $5,000
4 Clearing and Grubbing 33000 SF $0.15 $4,950
5 Excavation 2400 CY $12 $28,800
8 Backiilling 1700 CY $15 $25,500
7 Sheet Pile Removal 1800 SF $20 $36,000
8 Steel Sheet Piles 3000 SF $24  $72,000
9 Vertical HP Piles 400 LF $40 $16,000
10  Batter HP Piles 940 LF $45 $42,300
11 Wales 100 LF $50 $5,000
12 Wall Patching 130 SF $35 $4,550
13 Channel Cap 1100 LF $32  $35,200

Total  $300,300

Total w/25% contingency  $375,000

NOTES:

1. Unit costs are estimated based on fandside construction. Water based construction may significantiy
increase the costs.

2. Cost estimate assumes that all work will be perfromed as cnie contract at the same time.

3. Cost estimate is based on the assumption that there is no net increase in toading on the wall.



DuSable Park River Wall Condition Assessment

Cost Estimate for Entire Wall Replacement

item No. Description

10

11

12

13

NOTES:

MobiiizalionfDemobilization
Temporary Facilities
Demeolition

Clearing and Grubbing
Excavation

Backiilling

Sheet Pile Removal
Steel Sheet Piies
Vertical HP Piles
Batter HP Piles

Wales

Wall Patching

Channel Cap

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Cost
E] LS $50,000 $50,000

1 138 $50,000 $50,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000
33000 SF $0.15 $4,950
4000 153 4 512 $48,000
2400 4 4 $15 $36,000
5500 SF $20 $110,000
49500 SF $24  $1,188,000
320 LF $40 $12,800
8000 LF $45 $360,000
1100 LF $50 $55,000
0 - SF $35 $0
1100 LF $32 $35,200
Total  $1,993,950

Total w/25% contingency  $2,500,000

1. Unit costs are eslimated based on landside construction. Water based construction may significantly
increase the costs.

2. Cost estimate assumes that all work will be perfromed as one contract at the same time.

3. Cost estimate is based on the assurnption that there is no netincrease in loading on the waff.



DuSable Park Development
River Wall Condition Assessment Exhibits

APPENDIX B - LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS
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buSable Park River Wall

Estimated Costs (2001) for Various Repair Rehabilitation & Operation and Maintenance Activities

Minimum Repairs Alternative Entire New Wail Alternative
Year Visual Diver Fatching Waii Repair & Total Visual Diver Fatching  Wall Repair & Tatal
insp. Insp. Replacement Insp. “Insp. Replacement
Iniial Construction Cost Estimate {wicentingency) 3375000 $2,.500,000
1 $7.500 $7.500 $1.920 $1.920
2 57,500 55,000 £25 000 §37,500 30
3 $7.500 $7.5007 $1,820 £1.920
4 $7.500 £5,000 $25.000 $37.500 $0
5 57,500 375,000 £3682,5000 $1.920 $5,000 $6,520
[ $7.500 £5,000 525,000 £37.500 50
7 $7.500 57,500 $1.920 $1,920
8 57,500 $5,000 325,000 $37.500 &0
g 57,500 $7.500 $1.920 £1,020
10 $7.500 $5,000 §1.250,000 $1,262.500 55,000 $5.000
k] 57,500 $7.500f $1,920 £1.920
12 $7.500 £5,000 25,000 537 500 50
13 £7.500 $7.500; $1,520 £1.820
14 $7.500 85,000 $25,0600 $37.500 0
15 57,500 $375,000 $302,500! $1.920 55,000 £6,020
16 &7.500 55,000 £05 000 537,500 &0
17 57,500 EY.500] $1.820 $1.820
18 $7.500 $5,000 525,000 837,500 0
12 57,500 E7.500| $1920 $1,920
20 $2,500,000 §2,500,000 $5,000 35,000
21 £1,520 $1.920] $1.520 $1.520
22 0 50
23 51,920 51,020 %1920 31,820
24 30 $0
25 $1,920 $5,000 56,920 %1920 $5,000 $6,920
25 $0 $0
27 $1,8920 51,9201 $1.520 1,920
28 %0 50
% £1.920 51,9201 $1.920 1,920
RIH 45,000 55,000 B375,000 £375,000
H 51,920 $1.920| $7,500 57,500
32 50| $7.500  $5000 $25000 $37,500
33 $1.920 $1,920; $7.500 §7.500
) $0f $7.500 5000 £25000 $37.500
35 $1.920 $5,000 $5,620( $7.500 £375,000 $382,500
36 50| $7.500 $5.000 525,000 £37.500
a7 £1.920 $1,920| %7500 £7.500
38 501 $7500 85000 525000 $37,500
a9 &1,920 $1.920] $7,500 $7.500
an £5,000 $5,000| $7,500 $5,000 $1,250,000 £1,262 500
41 51,920 $1,920| $7.500 $7.500
42 80] 87500 5,000 25,000 $37.500
43 $1,520 $1,920; §7.500 $7.500
44 50| $7.500 5,000 25,000 $37.500
45 £1.920 $1,920 $7.500 3375,000 $382,500
45 $0] $7500 $5000 525000 $37 500
47 $1,920 $1.920] %7500 87,500
48 50} 7,500 £5,000 $25.000 £37,500
43 £1,920 $1,920 $7500 $7.500
50 $375.000 $375000] $7500  $5000 $25000 375,000 £412.500
Net Present Worth (6%} $2,544,362 $2,849,778
MHet Pregent Worth (8%} 52,071,614 32,680,472
Net Present Worth {12%) 51,470,467 $2,556,110
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River Wall Condition Assessment Appendices

APPENDIX C - ENGINEERING EVALUATION
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% Relative Difference to Baseline Case

-10%

North Wall Parameter Sensitivity to Toe Berm

Asep 4

-20%

-25%

-30%

-35% - -

A0% —

.45 1.

N |
| |
o |
5% e .“.‘...._._-__ ——— - i .._.__.! -
A
i ‘\ I 1
i - T - o .
| . i
! AN i
®, ; |
_f__ S —_ B . ‘ . i
-* ., :
.. i
| . I
: " i
H hd I
| X @
| \
: i " i
: ! . !
: : . i
| o :
T G e L - - \‘ ....... —
B
i
|
]
%
B - - 9 - -Embedment Depth [
- - O - -Bending Moment
- - 4% - - Anchor Force
5

-50%

2 3

Toe Berm Thickness (feet)

LHARZA,



% Retative Difference to Baseline Case

North Wall Parameter Sengitivity to Top of Wall Elevation
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% Relative Difference tc Baseline Case

Morth Wall Parameter Sensitivity to Construction Load
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UNDERWATER INVESTIGATION

OF THE

DUSABLE PARK DOCKWALL

ALONG THE

MAIN BRANCH OF THE CHICAGG RIVER

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Scope

This repert consists of the results of a detailed underwater investigation of DuSable

Park Dockwali along the Main Branch of the Chicago River in Chicage, Illinois.

Coliins Engineers, Inc. conducted the underwater investigation for Kudma &
Asscciates, LTD. (Kudrna) on April 7, 2005, The work perfarmed included a detailed inspection of
the substructure components located in the water at the time of the investigation from the waterline
to the channe! bottom. In addition, a brief inspection was also made of those areas above the
waterline that could be submerged during periods of higher water, Soundings of the channel bottom
were taken along the face of the dockwall and 20 feet from the dockwall at 50-Toot increments.
Two excavations were also performed adjacent to the dockwall on July 18, 2005 {o delermine the

condition and configuration of the wall anchorage system.

The following report includes a description of the structure, the method of
investigation, a description of existing conditions, and an evaluation and recommendations based on

the findings.
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1.2 Genaral Description of the Struciure

DuSable Park is a 3.5-acre parcel of land owned by the Chicago Park District (Park
District}. The Park District is in the process of developing this unused parcel of land into a public park.
The land in guestion is located easi of Lake Shore Drive in Chicago, lllincis. The Ogden Slip and the
Main Branch of the Chicage River provide the northern, eastern, and southern borders of the park.
Refer to Figure 1 in Apperidix A for a Location Map. The portion of the park adjacent to the waterway
consists of 1125 linear feet of dockwall. Refer to Photographs 1 through 3 in Appendix B for overall

views of the DuSable Park dockwall,

1.3 Meathod of investigation

A detailed field inspection was conducted to determine the physical condition of the

steel sheeting from the waterline to the channal bottom. A brief visual examination of the dockwall

above the waterline was also made.

A four-person team, consisting of a licensed structural engineer-diver, two
engineer-divers, and a technician-diver conducted the underwater inspection. During the inspection,
the divers were able to work from a boat, where an engineer recorded the inspection notes. Scuba
equipment was used to perform the underwater inspection, consisting of a visual and tactile
examination of the entire surface of the dockwall from waterline to channel bottom, with particular
allention given 1o any noled areas of excessive detericration or apparent distress. Photographs were
taken to document typical conditions and any deterigration. Several areas on the underwater surfaces
of the dockwall were cleaned so that the condition could be more closely examined. QObservations of
the channel bottom adjacent 1o the dockwall were also made. The type of channel bottom material,

presence and location of scour holes, presence or absence of riprap, and the presence of debris was

noted,

The location of the waterline with respect to the dockwall was noted and water depth
soundings were taken with a Fathometer along the dockwall perimeter. A sounding plan was

developed using these soundings. Refer to Figure 2 in Appendix A for the sounding plan along the

dockwall.




2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

At the time of the inspeciion, the waterline of the Main Branch of the Chicago River
was located approximately 7.0 feet below the top of the dockwall at Station 2 +00. This corresponds
1o & waterline elevation of -2.07 feet Chicago City Datum (CCD), based on USGS data taken at

Columbus Drive. Refer to Figure 2 in Appendix A for the dockwall configuration and sounding plan.
Around the perimeter of the dockwall, the chagnnei boftom material typically consisted
of silty sand and random interspersed construction debris, with up to 1.5 feet of probe rod penetration.

Refer to Figures 3 and 4 in Appendix A for the Dockwall Plan and inspection Notes.

Station 0+ 00 to 0+ 80

The dockwall in this area consisted of timber Wakefisld sheeting with a concrete cap.
Timber piles, measuring approximately 12 inches in diameler, were located approximately 1 foot in
front of the fimber sheeting. The ouler layer of timber sheeting was in satisfactory condition with
1/8-inch awl peneirations and random 2-inch wide gaps between sheets. interior timber piles filled in
the gaps at all observed locations. Above water, the concrete cap was typically in fair condition with
heavy concrete scale along the bottom corner, having up fc 4 inches of penetration. This scale
extended 18 inches along the vertical cap face and 12 inches along the cap underside. Random
reinforcement was observed in this area, having up to 15 percent loss of section. The protective
timber fender was in satisfactory condition with light weathering and random 1/2-inch wide checking.
Below water, there was & 1-inch thick layer of marine and aguatic growth extending from the waterline

to the channel bottom. Refer to Photographs 4 and & in Appendix B for views of the deckwall in this

area.

Station 0 +6C to 0+ 70

The dockwall in this area consisted of sigel sheeting, with a concrate cap. Timber
piles, measuring approximately 12 inches in diameter, were located in front of the steef sheeting at
Z2.5-fgot centers. Between the sheeling and piles were timber stringers measuring 8 inches by
12 inches which acted as spacers. The stringers were lpcated along the mudline and 4 feet above the
channel bottorn. Above water, the concrete ¢cap was typically in fair condition with heavy concrete
seale aiong the bottom corner, having up to 4 inches of penetration. This scale extended 18 inches
along the vertical cap face and 12 inches aleng the cap underside. Random reinforcement was

3
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ohserved in this area, having up to 15 perceni loss of section. The protective timber fender was in

satisfactory condition with light weathering and random 1/2-inch wide checking.

Below wrater, the sieel sheeting typically exhibited random rust nodules measuring up
te 1 inch in diameter and 1/32-inch deep pitting over 25 percent of the steel surface area. A 1/16-inch
thick layer of scale was also located on the sheeling surfaces below water. Heavier scale and pitting,
measuring up to 1/8-inch deep, was located from the waterline down 2 feet, with up to 10 percent
toss of section. In addition, there was a 1-inch thick fayer of marine and aguatic growth extanding

from the waterline to the channe! bottem.

Staticn 0+ 70 to 5+ 85

The dockwall in this area was construcied of steel sheeting. Below water, the stesl
sheeting typically exhibited random rust nodules measuring up to 1 inch in diameter and 1/32-inch
deep pitting over 25 percent of the stesl surface area. A 1/18-inch thick layer of scale was also
located on the sheeting surfaces below water. Heavier scale and pitiing, measuring up (¢ 1/8-inch
deep, was located from the waterline down 2 feet with up to 10 percent loss of section. The timber
fenders were typically missing and the remaining fender anchors were either deformed or missing.
Heavy impact damage was observed from Station 2+63 to Station 2+ 80, extending from 1 foot
below the waterline to the top of the wall. Allinterlocks were intact, except for one location at Station
2+ 67. This interlock had up to 1 inch of separation from 3 feet below tha top of the sheeting to the
waterline. In addition, a 1-inch thick layer of marine and aquatic growth extended from the waterline
to the channsl bottom. Refer to Photographs 6 through 10 in Appendix B for views of the dockwall in

this area.

Above water, random minor areas having up to 100 percent loss of ssction were
observed, typicaily measuring 2 inches in diameler with 8 maximum area of & inches by 8 inches.
Additionally, random areas of impact damage sxtended along the top 6 inches of the dockwall from
Station 0+ 70 1o Siation 3+ 25, The steel had indentations measuring up io B inches deep with

random smail areas having up to 100 percent loss of section.

Between Station 3425 and Station 3+ 68, the frequency of the missing fender
anchors increased creating a 3-inch diameter hole in every other ouler sheet face. These holes were
typically located between 2 feet and 3 feet above the waterline. The stee! sheeting in this area also

exhibited random burn holes, measuring 3 inches in diameter,

A
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The interlocks along the waterline typically exhibited up to 30 percent section loss
between Staticn 3 + 35 and Station 3 +88. In this area, the steel sheeting exhibiled moderate impact
damage causing tears along the faces of the steel sheeting and up to BO percent foss of section.

Additionally, no tie rods were vistble along this section of wall.

From Station 3+ 66 fo Siation 5+ 25, approximately 75 percent of the fender anchors
were missing. Between Station b+ 25 and Station &+ 85, approximately 20 percent of the fender

anchors were missing.

Station 548510 7+ 758

The dockwall in this area consisied of steel sheeting. The steel plate washers located
on every other outer pan face had failed or were heavily corroded in locations where the threaded
anchor rod extended outward. At locations where the anchor heads were locatad along the exterior
wall face, the washers typically exhibited light to moderate corrosion. Below water, the steel sheeting
typically exhibited random rust nodules measuring up to 1 inch in diameter and 1/32-inch deep pitting
over 25 percent of the steel surface area. A 1/18-inch thick layer of scale was alse located on the
sheeting surfaces below water. Heavier scale and pitting, measuring up to 1/8-inch deep, was located
from the waterline down 2 feet with up to 10 parcent loss of section.  The timber fenders were
typically missing and the remaining fender anchors were either deformed or missing. Al interlocks
were intact, with a 1-inch thick fayer of marine and aguatic growth extending from the waterline fo the

channel bottom. Hefer to Photograph 11 in Appendix B for a view of the dockwail in this area.

Staticn 7+ 78 10 9+ 25

The dockwall in this area was constructed of steel sheeting. Along this portion of the
wall, heavy pack rust was observed between the plate washers and sheeting. Below water, the steel
sheeting typically exhibited random rust nodules measuring up to 1 inch in diameter and 1/16-inch
deep pitting over 25 percent of the steel surface area and at the interlocks. Heavier scale and pitting,
measuring up to 1/8-inch deep, was located from the waterline down 2 feet with up to 10 percent loss
of section. The timber fenders were typicaily missing and the remaining fender anchors were either
deformed or missing. All interlocks were intact, with a T-inch thick layer of marine and aguatic growth
extending from the waterline to the channel bottom. Refer to Photograph 12 for a view of the

dockwall in this area.
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Station §4 25 10 10+ 85

The dackwall in this area consisted of steel sheeting., Along this portion of the wall,
the anchor rod nuts typically exhibited up to 25 percent seclion loss, with random nuts exhibiting up to
75 percent loss of section. Below water, the steel sheeting typically exhibited random rust nodules
measuring up 1o 1 inch in diameter and 1/16-inch deep pitting. Heavy pitting, measuring up to
1/8-inch deep, extenided down 5 feet from the waterine. Above water, the sheeting typically exhibited
heavy section ioss from the waterline up 3 feet with 50 percent loss of section. The heaviest section
logs was located at 3 feet above the waterline, where there was up to 100 percent loss of section.
The timber fenders were typically missing and the remaining fender anchors were either deformed or
missing. All interlocks were intact, with a 1-inch thick layer of marine and aguatic growth extending
from the waterline to the channel bottom. Refer to Pholographs 13 through 17 in Appendix B for

views of the dockwall in this area.

Station 10+ 8510 11+ 25

The dockwall in this area was constructed of steel sheeting, Befow water, the steel
sheeting typically exhibited random rust nodules measuring up to 1 inch in diameter and 1/32-inch
deep pitting over 25 percent of the steel surface arez. A 1/16-inch thick Iayer-of scale was alsg
located on the sheeting surfaces below water. Heavier scale and pitting, measuring up to 1/8-inch
deep, was located from the waterline down 2 feet with up to 10 percent loss of section.  Above
water, the anchor washers typically exhibited up 10 percent section less. All interlocks were intact,
with a 1-inch thiek layer of marine and aquatic growth extending from the waterline to the channel

hottom. Refer to Photograph 18 for a view of the dockwall in this area.

3.0 EXCAVATION FINDINGS

Two areas of the reiained soil adjacent to the dockwall were excavated on
July 19, 2005, Excavations were performed at Station 3+ 94 and Station 9+ 80 to determine the

condition and configuration of the sheeting anchorage system.

Station 3+94

The dockwall anchorage system in this area typically consisted of 2 1172 inch diameter

steel rod located 5.5 feet below the top of the sheeting. A 3-foot long section of the rod was heavily

6




corroded adiacent to the steel sheeting, with up to 78 percent loss of section. Further excavation of

this area revealed that the rod extended approximately 35 feet from the dockwall, The western end of
the rod was free, with no anchorage system observed. In additicn, the interior face of the sheet pile
wall was heavily corroded, with up to 20 percent loss of section. Refer to Figure 5 in Appendix A fora
section view of the dockwall at Station 34 94, Refer to Photographs 19 through 271 in Appendix B for

views of the excavation area.

While excavating this area, the northéﬁm end of the dockwall ancherage system was
observed from Staticn 3-+35 1o Station 3+60. The anchorage system consisted of 1-1/2 inch
diameter stecl rods exiending approximately 28 feet from the dockwali. The rods were anchored to
timber railroad ties, measuring 12 inches by 12 inches. No additional wall anchorage components,
such as sheeting or soldier piles, were observed. It should be nated that no ties extendead through the

dockwall in this area,
Station 8+ 560

The dockwall ancharage system in this area typically consisted of 2 1-1/2 inch diameter
steel rod located approximately 7 feet below the top of the sheeting. Light corresion of the anchor
was evident, with less than 10 percent loss of section. The rod extended approximately 3 feet behind
the steel sheeting, where it was atlached 1o two channels. However, no additiona! wall anchorage
components were observed in this area. In addition, moderate oxidation of the interior face of the
sheet pile wall was observad, having less than 10 percent loss of section. Refer to Figure 6 in
Appendix A for a seclion view of the dockwall at Station 9 +50. Refer to Photographs 22 and 23 in

Appendix B for views of the excavation area.
4.0 EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the DuSabie Park dockwall was generally in poor condition. The deterioration
and damage to the steei sheet piling coupled with the lack of a structurally adequate anchorage system
make the possibifity of repairs cost prohibitive. Currently, portions of the sieel sheet pile dockwall are

acting as cantifevers, greatly reducing the structural integrity of the wall system.

Based on the underwater inspection findings and the excavation observations, it is
recommended that the existing sieel sheet pile dockwall be removed and replaced with a properly
designed sarth retention system. Refer to Figure 7 in Appendix A for a section view of a commonly

7




used dockwall configuration. Regardless of how the replacement dockwall system is configured, the

structure should be designed and sealed by a Licensed Structural Engineer in the state of lllinois.

Preliminary estimaies indicate that the cost to rernove the existing wall and replace it
with a structurally adequate system, as depicted in Figure 7 of Appendix A, will be approximately
35,710,000, This estimate includes the cost of removing the existing steel sheeting, furnishing and
e'{ecting new steel sheeting with a structurat anchorage system, and installing new protective timber
fénders. Refer to the spreadsheet located on the next page for a detailed cost estimate to remove and

replace the existing deckwall

Collins appreciates this opportunity tc be of service to Kudrna with regard to this
dockwall assessment. Please note that we have considerable experience in all phases of the design
and management of new dockwall construction, and would like 1o assist you in that regard, if and

when the need arises. |f you have any fquestions regarding this report, please contact me at

312.704.9300.

Aespectfully submitted,

COLLINS ENGINEERS, INC.

il

John E. O'leary, P.E., 5.E.
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Appendix B

Photographs
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Photograph 1. Overall View of South Dockwall Face, Lacking Northwest from Station 3+68.

! Photograph 2. Overall View of East Dockwall Face, Looking Northwest from Station 3458,
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Phatograph 4 Dockwall at Station 0430, Looking Northeast,
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Photograph 5.

Photograph 8.

View of Typical Concrete Cap Condition along Waterline at Station 0+20C,
Looking North.

View of Typical Steel Condition along Waledine at Station 0+75, Looking North,
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Photograph 7.

Photograph 8.

View of Dockwall at Station 2+00, Looking North.

View of Failed Sheet at Station 2+80, Looking North.
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Photograph 10,
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view of Typical Steel Condition, Looking Narthwest from Station 3+66.
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Photograph 12, View of Typical Stee! Condition at Station 8+00, Looking West.




Photograph 13. View of Typical Steel Condition at Station 9+40, Looking South. Note Heavy
Layer of Pack Rust and Stesi Section Loss from the Waterline up 2 Feet.
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Photograph 14, View of Typical Steel Condition at Station §+40, Looking South. Note Heavy
7 Layer of Pack Rust and Stee! Section Loss from the Waterline up 2 Feet
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Photograph 15, View of Typical Steel Condition, Looking Southwest from Station 9+40.

Photograph 158. View of Typical Steel Condition, Looking Southwest from Station $+40. Note
Heavy Stee! Section Loss 2 Feel Above the Waterline,
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Photograph 18. View of Typical Dockwall Configurafion, Looking Southwest from Station 10+85.




Photograph 21.  View of Westemn Anchor Rod End at Station 3+94. Note Lack of Anchor
Restraint System.
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Photagraph 22 View of Interior Steel Sheeting Face at Station §+50
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Photograph 23. View of Anchor Rad te Channel Connection a

t Station 9+50.







